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7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 
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Application Papers 
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10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121 (d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 - 3, 5, 8, 10 - 1 1, 13 - 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
obvious over the Applicants Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) in view of U.S. patent 6,594,047 
to Ballintine et al and U.S. patent 6,366,563 to Weldon et al. 

With regard to claim 1 , AAPA discusses transporting SONET data on page 1 of 
the specification. AAPA discusses the problem existing in the prior art wherein "a 
service can traverse the networks of multiple carriers. However, OAM information 
typically does not transmit across handoff points between network carriers.... Another 
consequence of lack of control points is the inability of service providers to isolate and 
segment faults adequately for commissioning and reliability purposes" (pages 2 - 3). 
AAPA does not however teach isolating the faults by sending performance messages 
across the different networks and assessing and comparing the performance based on 
the messages of both of the termination points. 

Ballintine et al teach the solution to transmitting the said OAM (operations, 
administration, and management) data between different networks (see members 100 
and 208 in figure 2 and note the discussion above) wherein service performance report 
messages having information related to a performance of the service as determined by 
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the service termination point are transmitted over the service management channel 
OSC as noted above. Ballintine et al also teach sending a "forward defect indicator 
message" to inform a downstream channel where an optical channel is defective. See 
col 2, lines 56+. The examiner notes that it is well known to "isolate and segment faults" 
in areas where there is a high number of bad connections, including overly delayed 
packets, in a network and that this type of data (ie, number of dropped packets) is the 
type of information which would be commonly carried in the performance messages 
discussed above between the service endpoints. AAPA/Ballintine et al do not however 
teach specifying the type of service in the service performance report messages. 

Weldon et al teach a system similar to Ballintine et al which operates over an 
optical communications system wherein service report messages are used to verify 
SLA's, wherein these SLA compliance statistic messages (see col 7 lines 1+) are sent 
from a Probe Poller Processor as described in col 8, and wherein in these messages 
are identified according to the type of service they pertain to. See col 8, line 25, where 
the file name "latency log" is applied to a service message which pertains to network 
latency. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have sent service information (such as the number of bad connections) 
across the disparate (multiple carrier) optical networks of AAPA and compared the 
results, in light of the teachings of Ballintine et al, in order to provide a useful means for 
isolating faults in an optical network. It would have been further obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have identified the type of service 
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for which the SLA is applied to in AAPA/Ballintine, in light of the teachings of Weldon et 
al in order to allow the system to be able to process the information more efficiently in 
view of the fact that knowing the service would allow the system to channel the 
computational resources towards processing this information. 

With regard to claim 2 and 5, note that monitoring can occur at member 203 in 
figure 2. 

With regard to claim 3, see the discussion of SLA in AAPA, page 1 , paragraph 

003. 

With regard to claim 8, it would be obvious to transfer a command when 
repositioning the network as a result of the determination of a fault as mentioned above. 

With regard to claim 10, see the rejection of claim 1 above and note that all the 
apparatus limitations are discussed therein. 

With regard to claim 1 1 , the information is transmitted as overhead information 
(see col 3 lines 2+) and note that a byte of the information would be an obvious 
denomination for such information to be carried in. 

With regard to claim 13, see the discussion above relating to the use of service 
messages. 

With regard to claims 14-15, see the discussion above and note that members 
107 and 204 are commonly known to be edge service /core service switches in this type 
of arrangement. 

With regard to claim 16, Sonet is a synchronous service. 
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With regard to claim 17, see the discussion of different service providers in 

AAPA. 

With regard to claim 18, see points 102 and 102 in figure 2, both on the same 
network. 

With regard to claim 19, see the above rejections, including clients 101 and 215 
in figure 2. 

With regard to claim 20, see the rejection of claim 10 above and note the action 
of OEPU 107 in col 3 line 52. 

3. Claims 4, 6, and 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the Applicants Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) in view of U.S. patent 6,594,047 to 
Ballintine et al and U.S. patent 6,366,563 to Weldon et al as applied above, and further 
in view of U.S. patent 5,768,255 to Brownmiller et al. 

With regard to claim 4, AAPA/Ballintine et al/Weldon et al teach the invention as 
discussed above, but do not teach generating the PRM as a scheduled event. 
Brownmiller et al teach performance monitoring of ends of a network as described in the 
abstract, and also teach generating messages based on this monitoring as a scheduled 
event. See col 8 lines 45+. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to have generated the messages in AAPA/Ballintine et 
al/Weldon et al at regular, scheduled times in light of the teachings of Brownmiller in 
order to ensure that the system information is made available on a regular basis such 
that performance can be improved. 

With regard to claim 6, see col 9 line 45 (service query). 
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With regard to claim 7, configuration is mentioned in col 10 lines 1+. 

4. Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
Applicants Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) in view of U.S. patent 6,594,047 to Ballintine et al 
and U.S. patent 6,366,563to Weldon et al as applied to claim 8 above, and further in 
view of U.S. patent 6,731 ,648 to Cotter. 

AAPA/Ballintine et al/Weldon et al teach the invention as described above, but do 
not teach the use of a loopback condition. This is taught in Cotter. See the abstract. 
Note also the use of a "further acknowledgement signal" in col 6 lines 24+. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to have used a 
loopback condition in AAPA/Ballintine et al/Weldon et al in light of the teachings of 
Cotter in order to provide a means for testing connectivity. 

5. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being obvious over the Applicants 
Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) in view of U.S. patent 6,594,047 to Ballintine et al 

and U.S. patent 6,366,563to Weldon et al as applied to claim 8 above, and further in 
view of U.S. patent5,768,530 to Galway et al. 

AAPA/Ballintine et al/Weldon et al teach the invention as described with respect to claim 
10 above, but do not teach the use of a generic framing procedure client management 
frame. The use of a similar frame in a Sonet environment is taught in Galway et al. See 
col 9, lines 44+. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to have provided AAPA/Ballintine et al/Weldon et al with a generic framing 
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procedure client management frame in light of the teachings of Galway et al in order to 

provide a generic means for transferring the information. 

6. Applicants remarks have been considered, but are not convincing. 

Applicant states that "the Examiner is misstating the teachings of Ballintine." 
For the following reasons, the Examiner disagrees. 

The applicant states on page 6, lines 4+ of the response, "the information in 
Ballintine pertains to a channel not the services that use the channel." 

Ballintine states in column 3 lines 37+: 

"Consequently, if there is a need to obtain performance monitoring, and/or 
performance measurement, and/or operations, and/or administration, and/or 
maintenance information, and/or the like for individual ones of one or more optical 
channels at position 104, it must be obtained at a so-called detecting node 105." 

In column 5, lines 17+, it is stated: 

"Again, note that the overhead information inserted as a message in the OSC on 
wavelength (lamda) relates to information obtained by performance monitoring, and/or 
performance measurement, and/or operations, and/or administration, and/or 
maintenance information, and/or the like for individual ones of one or more optical 
channels." 

See also the discussion in col 3 to 4 relating to the digital wrapper which can "be 
accessed to obtain accurate client performance information." 

As noted in col 2 line 60, this information apparently relates, with respect to the 
above cited paragraphs, to the fact that "an Och is defective" (ie, optical channel). 
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However, this is indistinguishable from the definition applicant has given to 
service performance report messages (PRMs) on page 1 1 of the specification, where in 
par 43 it is stated: "In general, PRMs inform the source ESS (ie, transmitter of optical 
signals) of transmission errors received by the sink ESS (ie, receipt of optical signals) 
and communicate service-specific information." In paragraph 44, it is stated that for a 
typical Ethernet private line service, "facility/link performance metrics can 
include... packet drop rate." 

It is noted the "facility (ie, link or transport) performance statistics are 
incorporated into the PRMs as discussed in par 44. 

It is fundamental knowledge in the field of communications, and is even recited 
by applicant as noted above, that the performance on the line (and its measurement 
and the communication of this measurement) is integral with the "service" providing the 
communication between the two end members. The examiner notes that the teachings 
of Ballintine et al with respect to the definition of what is being measured by the "service 
performance report messages" essentially mirror that described by applicant in the 
specification, and the examiner notes that the "packet drop rate" as noted above occurs 
(for all practical purposes, since there will inevitably be a negligible amount of noise in 
the "electronic processing units") exclusively on the channel itself. 
7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
8. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Steven Blount whose telephone number is 703-305- 
0319. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 9:00 - 5:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Doris To, who can be reached at 571 - 272 - 7629. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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